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Mr. L ES LIZ Anſwer to the Remarks on | 
his fir/t Dialogue againſt the Socinians. 


V Ince the _ Firſt Dialogue- was 
Printed ther is come out a 


2 tituled, Remarks on Mr. Char- 
les Leſlei's firſt Dialogue on the Soci- 
nian Controverſy. And I think it Pro- 
per to take notice of it here, for it 
may help to Illuftrat more at Large 
what is there ſaid in ſhort, And be- 
cauſe I hear ſome ſay, it is well 


| Wrote, and that many lay Streſs up- 


| on it. | 


(1.) Firſt I Obſerve that this Re- 
marker has not kept up to that Cha- 
radter the Socinian Writers give them- 
ſelves (but without much Reaſon, as 
J have ſhew'd in theſe Dialagues) of 
being the faireſt Adverſaries, and an 
Example to all others of Managing 
Controverſy without Heat or Paſſion, 
or NI Neflections. For he has 
treated me in a very Rough Manner, 
calling the Inftances I bring Kidicu- 
Jous, p. 1. And that Tam Paganiſb in 
in my Notions, p. 6. And ſays, p. 1. 
If ſuch poor Philoſophy, ſuch - ſhallow 


eaſoning, and ſuch groſs Divinity, 
- the 1 1 confeſs the 1 


muſt ba 
ought to be the laſt who pretend to 1 

arafter of Men of Reaſon. 5 
But netwithftanding all this Con- 
tempt of what I have ſaid, I can- 
not but think it has given him ſome 
Trouble, becauſe it has made him 
ſo Angry. For it is Loſers that have 
leave to Talk at this Rate. Andas 


you ſhall ſee him Talk afterwards. 


(2.) My Argument was, That we 
cannot Charge any thing to be a 
Contradiction in one Nature, becauſe 


Socinian Sbeet againſt it, In- 


it is ſo in Another, unleſs we under» 
ſtand both Natures. Becauſe a Na- 


ture we underſtand not cannot be Ex- 


plain'd to us but by Alluſton to ſome 
Nature we do underſtand. And tt er 
is that Difference in Natures that no 
Alluſion will lie betwixt them, that 
is, none that is Proper, that will come 
up to the thing, or give a Perſon 
who Knows not the Nature a true 
1dea of it, or even Reconcile it from 
Contradition, while he Conſiders the 


Nature he do's not Underftand, by 


way of Alluſion to another Nature 
which he do's Underftand. 


(3+) To Illuſtrate this I gave ſeve- 
ral Inftances, of which this Remar- 
ker has p. 1. pick'd out two to ſhew 
his Wis upon. Oae is, That if a 
Man cou'd he Suppos'd to be with- 
out Thought, it wou'd be Impoſſible 
to make Zim Apprehend what it was, 
or the Progreſs of it, as from Hence 
to Rome in an Inſtant, &c. It is Com · 
mon to ſay to a Man that is Muſe- 
ing, Where are you? And to Anſwer 
I was at Rome, or ſuch a Place. Now 
ſuppoſing any one (if it were poſſi- 


ble) not to know what Thought was, 


he wou'd Apprehend your Body was 
Remov'd to Rome and Back again as 
ſoon as you cou'd ſpeak. And 
by Alluſion to the Motion of Body, this 
cou d not be Reconcil'd to him from 
being a Flat Contradiction, that any 
thing cou'd move a. Thouſand Miles 
as ſoon as a Tard. 


— In anſwer to this the Remar ker tells 


you p. 1. That when you think of Rome 
or any other Place, tis only the Idea 
of it in your Imagination which you Con- 

| template, 


templat, and not 4 Leap or Local Mo- 
tion of your Thoughts to it. | 
Who knows not this that has any 


Hhonght ? But upon the Suppoſition 


that a Man did not know what Thought 
was, he eou'd have no Apprehenſion 
of it but as of a Local Motion. And 
what you call Idea he wou'd fancy to 
be ſome Horſe or Coach that Carry'd 
you very Swifilyz which yet wou'd 
not ſolve the Contradiction as to him, 
becauſe the Swiftneſs of the Motion, 
ſuppoſe it a Cannon Bullet, cannot go 
two yards fo ſoon as One. 


(4.) But becauſe it may be too Ex- 
travagant to ſuppoſe a Man without 
"Thought, tho ſome have very Little; 
and Suppofitions are Allow'd in Argu- 
ment even of what never was; yet 
IInſiſt not on this, but have given 
anothet inſtance which is Fact, and 
daily before us, that is, of a Man 
Born Blind. And how you cou'd 


give him any Notion of Sight, or Ex- 
plain to him how the Eye can Reach 


a Star as ſoon as the Top of the Chim- 
ney? He can feel his Eye with his 
Hand, and that it is there Fixt and 
do's not go out of his Head, how then 
can he Imagin it gets a Thouſand 
Miles off in an Inftant, while he Feels 


it do's not Stirat all? He can have 


no Notion of this but by AMuſion to 
ſome other of his Senſes which he has. 
And by the word Reach, how the Sight 


can Keacha Star, he fancies Arms or legs, 


that being all the way by which hecan 
Reach to any thipg. And then know- 


ing that the Motion of Legs or Arms 


muſt go one yard before it go's two, 
he takes your Deſcription of Sight to 
be not only ſome Strange and Wonder- 
ful thing, which he will readily Grant ; 
but he will Inſiſt that it is a flat Con- 
traditiovr, And therefore that he 
muſt not Believe it. And it is Im- 
poſſible to Explain it ſo to him as to 
Reconcile it from being a Contradicti 
on to him. | * 


* 
9 


To this ſays the Remarker very In- 


(2 


Eyes move not 


N 


uh . 2 


geniouſly, when we ſee the Stars, our 
up to them, but their 
extended Rays ſtrike upon the Eye. But 
the man Bern Blind wou'd ſay, No- 
thing Strikes upon my Eye, for then T 
ſhou'd Feel it. And he knows nothing 
what you mean by Rays or by See. 
Nor cou'd think of any othef way 
but that the Eye muſt get up tothe 
Star, or the Star come down tb 
the Eye. And your talking of Rays 
will not Solve the Contradiction one 
bit as fo him. Nor can he be any other- 
wiſe Convinc'd than by Perſuading 
him that what is a Contradiction in 
one Naturt he underftands, muſt not 


be Concluded to be ſo in another Na- 


ture he do's not under ſtand, and that 
the Nature of Sight is ſuch as that 
no Allufion from any other of his Senſes. 


can make him Apprehend what it is. 


Nothing but this can Silence his Mur- 
murings about Contradiſtion. 
Is it not Reaſon then that, our 
Murmurings about Contraliſtiou in the 
Nuture of God ſhou'd be Silenc' d, ſee- 
ing it can be told us no otherwiſe 
than by ſuch Words and Afuſions as 
are Proper to Man; And that the 
Divine Nature is Infinitly more Di- 
ſtant and Diverſe from the Nature of 
Man than one of our Senſes is from 
another? And as the Contradiction 


the Blind man conceives in the Na- 
ture of Sight is Caus'd by his com- 


paring it with the Motion of his 
Legs or Arms, and that occaſion'd 


— — 


by improper Words we muſt uſe to 


to him but what have Aluſion ta 


ſome of the Senſes he has: 80 in 


like manner thoſe Contradiſtions we 
Conceive in the Nature of Gad are 
all Occaſion'd by the iniproper Words 
which muſt be us'd fo us in Expreſ- 
ſing of His Nature, all Words being 
totally Uriinteligible to us, which have 
not Aluſtoy to ſomething. we un- 
derſtand. And thus we Ep 
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of God after the manner of Mey, 
make all thoſe things to. be Contra: 
ditions in God which in our Con- 
ception of the Words are à Contra- 
dition to Men. As that ſeveral Per- 
ſons ſhou'd not be ſeveral Men, and 
that the Father ſhou'd not be before 
the Son, &c. Whereas theſe Terms of 
Father, Son, Perſons, &c. are not pro 
per to the Nature of God, (tho the 
moſt Proper we can uſe or under - 
ſtand) And therefor we are not to 
Conceive of them in the manner they 
are us d and apply'd to Men, nor 
draw Conſequences from them as we 
do when theſe Words are Apply'd 
to Men. ' Otherwiſe we ſhall Run into 


the like Contradictions as the Blind- 


man about * 

This will throw off all that the 
Kemarker ſays ot Inferring three Gods 
from the Term of three Perſons, be- 
cauſe it is ſo among Mey. He talks 
like a Blind-man of Colours, of things 
which he muſt Confeſs he do's not 
underſtand; yet will be inferring 
Contradictions in them. He owns he 
cannot ſpeak Properly of them, yet 
finds fault with the Terms we uſe, 
becauſe they are not Proper, tho he 
can find none more Proper. 


' (5.) He may as well ſay; That God 
3s not Eternal, becauſe we have no 
word to Expreſs Duration higher than 
the word Beginning, and ther can be 
no Beginning in Eternity. 

He may ſay it is a Contradidion 
that all things ſhou'd be Preſent with 
God (which yet he will not Deny to 
be an undoubted Verity) becauſe it 
is a Contradition to Men, that the 
Paſt or Future ſhou'd be Preſent, be- 

cauſe then a thing wou'd be Paſt 
and not Paſt, Future and not Future 
at the ſame time. f 

Theſe and other things I menti- 
oned in my firſt Dialogue, but the 
Remarker takes no notice of them, 
nor will own the Abſurdity of infer- 
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ring Contradictiaus in God from Con- 
traditions in Man, occaſion d by the 
e Terms we are .Forc'd to 
make uſe of to Expreſs God alter the 
manner of Mey. 1 5 a 

(6.) But he has laid his Streſs up- 
on this Inſtance I brought of the 
Blind man. And here he thinks he 
has an Advantage of me. And 1 


am willing to join Iſſue with him up- 


on it, That if he can find out any 
Words that are Prater, whereby to 
Expreſs the Nature of Sight to a 
Man Born Blind, and that he will 
give the Blind: man leave to draw 
Conſequences and infer Contradiftions 
from ſuch Words according as he un- 
derftands them; then I will under- 
take to ſolve all the Contradiftions 
that he pretends to muſter up in the 
Terms whereby we Expreſs the Ho- 
ly Trinity. And let him ſhew any 
Difference betwixt theſe Caſes if he 
can, only this, That far greater Di- 
ſparity ought to be Allow'd as to 
the Propriety of Words when Terms 
belonging to Men are ſpoke of God, 
than when what belongs to one of 
our Senſes is Apply'd to another. 


(7-) And now let the Reader Judge 


* 


ting me, p. 1. | 
But are you indeed (ſays be to me) 
ſo very weak. as to think you move 
“all the way to Rome, and are got thi- 
« ther as loon as you think of it? No, 
& Sir, whatever haſt you may be in thi- 
& ther, ycu go no faſter than your 


what occaſion he had of thus Inſul- 


Legs can carry you. And ſhou'd 


„% You Challenge all the Philoſophy in 
«© the World? Who have ſo little 
% as not to know, that when you 
&© think of Rome, or any other Place, 
“ tis only the ea of it in your I- 
magination which you Contem- 
&© plate, and not a Local Motion of 


* your Thoughts to it. In like man- 


ner, when we ſee the Stars our 
Eyes 
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Eyes move not up to them, but 
* their Extended Ruyes ſtrike upon 


the Eye. I ſee you have a Head 


* much fitter for entertaining and 
* coining Myfteries, than for Explai- 
„ ning or Defending em. It's a 


% wonder you did not think rather, 


. that Rome or Conſtantinople ſhift and 
& fince in other Caſes a leſſer Veſ- 
** ſe] cannot contain a greater, nor 
„ Nut-ſhel hold an Houſe 3 you 
„might wonder how your little 
« Head ſhould hold ſuch great Ci- 
« ties; And with the ſame Philoſo- 
«. phy infer, that what is a Contradi- 
„ tion to Nutſhels is none to Heads, 
* and Challenge all Philoſophy to Re- 
* -concite ft.. as 

Now, Reader, has he not fully un · 
derſtood me, do you think, and an- 
ſwer'd me ſmartly? 


(8.) But will you fee him freely 
Confeſſing what he thus Ridicules ? 
He ſays in this ſame p. 1. 

© Indeed there may, be ſomething 
„ attributed to one Nature, where 
„there is nothing Inconſiſtent, or 
«* Contradictory to it; while if at- 
* tributed to another it might meet 
with ſomthing Inconſiſtent, whence 
* a Contradition will ariſe in the 
one and not in the other. 


Now this is the whole of what 1 


have been contending for. I defire 
no more of him. And having gran- 
ted this, how can he Deny that what 


is a Contradition in one Nature, that 


is, of Man, may not be ſo in another 
Nature, that is, of God? Or are 
ther any two Natures more Diſtant 
and more Different than the Nature 
of God and of a Creature? Or do 
we underftand the Nature of God 
more Perfetly and Clearly than our 


own Nature? Is it not Reaſonable 


then what I ſaid, as he Quotes my 
words, p. 2. That we muſt not ob- 


come info your Head: And then 


(4) 


jet Contradifions in the Incumpreben -· 
fible Nature of God, from Comparing 
it with our. own, Becauſe we Under- 
ſtand not his Nature. To which the 
Remarker ſays, age, 


(9.) © 1 fhould grant this, in-an 
te Object of which we have no know- 


lege at all: But ſurely if I have 


« ſome, tho''a partial knowlege of 


the Infinite God, I may diſcern 


„ what is Contradictory to that lit- 
te tle knowlege of him. Nor is any 
& thing more uſual or Juft, than to 
«© Deny ſuch or ſuch a Doctrine, be- 
© cauſe Incompatible ro the Divine 


Attributes, to his Spirituality, Eter - 


« nity, Goodnels, Go. 

To which I reply; That the Nature 
and Attributes of any thing are Dif- 
ferent. We may know the Attri- 
butes, when we cannot know the Na- 
ture. As we may ſee the River; 
but cannot Reach the Spring whence 
it flows. And this Diſpute of the 
Trinity is not about any of the Attri- 
butes of God, but Concerning His ve- 
ry Nature and Eſſence, and how His 

Being is Compos d, (if I might uſe 
that Word) of which Imay- ſay we 
are totally Tgnorant, it is a Ligbt In- 
acceſhble to us, we knov Nothing 
of it at all. And therefore cannot 
Charge Contradiction in the Revels- 
tion that is given to us of it, If we 
look Directly upon the Sun in its 
Strength, we ſee Nothing at all, 
it Strikes us Blind. But if we turn 
our Backs, we Diſcern the Light 
that comes from it. The Attributes 
of God are the Rays of the Sun, but 
His Nature is the Sun it relf, we 

cannot Look upon it. It is Utter 
Darkneſs to Us, through the Ex- 
ceſs of the Light. We can Diſcern 
Nothing at all in it, or ſay it is 
Thus or Thus, or that This or That 
is Contraditory to it. Alaſs, how 


little do we know of our own Na- 


* 


ture? We know it only by the Ef- 
fes and the Qualities we find in 
our Selves. But what it is in its 


ſelf⸗we cannot tell, we are Exceed - 


ingly in the Dark. And ſo as to 


the Nature of Trees, Flowers, Plants 


&e. We find by Experience ſuch 
Effefts. and Vertues in them, but we 
know not the Nature or Eſſence. of 


them, no not of a pile of Graſh, 


why of that Colour, Sbape, or Very 
How then can we Know "What the 
Nature of God is? Or can we ſay it 


is not Rightly ReveaFd to Us in the 


Holy Scripture? Do we Know of 
what Compoſition our own Souls are 
made? Or how they 4#-in Us? Do 
we Know any thing at all of the 
Soul but by the Effeds? We, Know 
we Think, therefore we Conclude 


we have a Soul, but what that 


f 


Soul is in its ſelf, we Know not. 
Yet we wou'd Know the Nature of 
God! | 

(10,) This brings me to a Criti- 
ciſm of the Remarker upon the 
Parallel I made uſe of concerning 
the three Faculties of the Soul. He 
ſays, p. 3. That the Memory is not 
another Faculty, but only an Act of 
the Under ſtanding. Now I thought 


that the Underſtanding was only Con- 


verſant about what was then Pre: 
ſent before it. And that the Me. 
mory brought back Paſt things, and 


ſo made them Preſent to the Under- 


ſtanding. Whence a Man may have 
A £0 Vnderſtanding, and yet a 
bad Memory, Do we fay of the 
Underſtanding that it -Forgets? 1 
take Truth or Falſbood to be the 
Objects of the Underſtanding. -. But 
iS Love or Hatred ſo? A Man may 
have an Averſion, and not know 


che Reaſon of it. 


Non Amo te, Sabidi, nec poſſum dicere 


Qnuare, 
Hoc tantum poſſum dicere, Non Amo tes 


G 


Antipathys in the Underſtand. 


2 h 
ing? 1 this is generally Attri⸗ 
bated to the Will, hte is A | 


that it is a Diſtin& Faculty from | 


the Underfianding.- And if ther be 
Different Faculties in theme Soul, 
it Anſwers all- the Purpoſe for which 
I brought that Parallel. Nay, if it 


be but ſo Thought; it do's as well 


for me, to Solve the 0bjefion about 


Comtraditt ion, That Men ſhou'd' not 


think a Plurality of Perſons in God to be 
a, Contradiction when the fame Difſi- 
culty ariſes from- a Plurality of Facul- 
ties in the Foul. For Three Facul- 
ties can no more One Faculty, 
than Three Perſons can be One Per- 
ſon. And yet theſe Different Fa · 


culties make up but one and the 


Selt fame Soul. 


(1:.) But 1 have -Sufficiently - 


Caution'd that I intend not to bring 
any Proof from theſe Parallels; 
Nor lay the ftreſs of the Cauſe upon 
them; yet I thought them + not 


_ altogether Uſeleſs, to ſhew Men 


how far they may Miftake in Charg- 


ing Contradictions i from one Nature 


to another, - 


(12-) I have likewiſe” told, That 


no Parallel in Created Natures can 
.. Anſwer Exa#y or Come up to the 


Nature of God, only Point Him out 
at a Great Diſtance, and with In- 
finite Diſproportion. - And therefore 


that we muſt. not Argue Strictly F 
from the One to the Other. 


Yet 
the Remarker will not Obſerve this, 
but Argues of - the - Perſons of God 
as of Human Perſons. And ſays, p. 
4. If three Divine Perſons be like 


three Human Perſons—— And if three 
Divine . Perſons ſhould as Properly” be 
accounted three Gods, as t bree Hu- 
man Perſons can, in Strift. Speech, be 
accounted three Men——— Thence he 
Infers three Gods &c. : 


He 
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He cannot 1 think but ſee the 


Faldacis of d Argument, after all 


ſee it! He will ftjill Argue Striſtiy 
from the Word Perſon, and Apply 
it to God in the ſame manner that 
it is Us'd among Men. If he wou'd 
Apply the word Father fo, (which 
8 ives to God) or hag 
ing ſaid to Repent, to Grieve, &c. 
What Wark wou'd he make, what 
Contraditiens might he Infer? His 
Brother Socinian Mr. Biddle (as I 
have ſhew'd) turn'd Autbropomorphit 
by this ſort of Argument, and from 
Man being ſaid to be made after 
the Image of God, held God to 
have. a Body, and of Human Shape. 
And he might as well have made 
Him a Bird too, becauſe ther is 
Mention made of His Wings and 


Pſal. xci· 4. Feathers! This Savours not of the 


Sagacity the Socinians think Peculiar 
to Themſelves. n 


(13. ) From the dike Groſs Con- 
ceptions the Remarker, p. 7. raiſes 
Difficulties how a Begotten Being can 
be God. Thinking of Begetting af- 
ter the Manner of Men! And then 


the Father muſt be in Time, as well 


as in Nature, before the Son. And 
it having been told him that ſup- 
poſing the Sun to be Eternal, its 
Light wou'd be as Eternal, he Re- 
plys, p. 7. That this Parallel will 
not do, for that the Ligbt which 
(fays he) Tou call an ER of tbe 
Sun, is indeed the very Sun it ſelf, 
fo may well be as Old, By which the 
very Sun we ſee in the Firmament, 
and is many times Bigger than the 
whole Earth, can Creep through a 
Cranny, and be All of it in this 


Room, and in a Thouſand other 


Places at the ſame Time! This 
will help Tranſ-Subſtantiation not a lit- 
tle ! But is it ſo indeed that this 
Subtile Socinian can ſee no Diffe- 


I 


rence betwixt the very Sun it Self, 
and the Light izt flows from it ? 
It is then time e have done Di- 
ſputing with him, And he Runs 
into as Great Ahſurdities to 


Rid of theſe Parallel as he Charges 


upon me for making Uſe of them. 
He ſays (as before Quoted, Sed. 


4.) That when we see the Stars, our 


Eyes move not up 10 them, but tbeir 
extended Kays ſtrike upon the Eye. 


But if the X hs or the Light be the 


very Star it 185 then the very Star 
it ſelf Strikes upon the Eye. Let 
him Conſider whether ther is any 
thing fo very Groſs as this in any 
of the Parallels I have produced. 


And on whoſe fide lies the poor 


Philoſophy, and Shallow Reaſoning. 


(14.) Therefore leaving this Sub- 
jet, I will now only Anſwer an 
Obſervation he makes from Scrip- 
ture, wherein he ſays, p. 2. God 
Almighty is-- Perpetually expreſs d in 
the Singular Number, Under One, He, 
Me, Thou, &c. Now left the Reader 
of theſe Remarks ſhould be Carry'd 


away with this, I muſt mind him, 


That this Socinian ſays this, without 


taking any Notice of the Texts I have 


given to the Contrary in the 2d Di- 
27 p. 32, Oc. Beginning wich the 
firſt of Geneſis where God is Spoken of 
in the Plural as well as the Singular 
Number according to the Hebrew, He 
is there called Gods, and Vs, as well as 
God, and Me. And is He not ſpoken of 
in the Plural Number in the Forn 
of Baptiſm in the Name of the Father, 
and of the Son, and of the Holy 
Ghoſt ? The Remarker ought to have 
Mark'd this, and not to have put the 
Objection over again, without ſaying 
ſomething to the Anſwer had been 
made to it. | 

If this ſheet gives him not full Satiſ- 


faction, I ſhall be willing to hear from | 


him again. 
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1. I. 180 Rude Treatment of 


p me. 7. - 
2. The, . I made uſe of, 
That we ought not to Infer a 
Contr adiftion from a Nature we 


Underſtand, to Another which 


we do not Underſtand. - 
z. His Anſwer as to Thought Re- 
ply'd to. 2 
4. And as to a Man Born Blind. 
5. Other Inſtances I brought of 
which he takes no Notice. 
6. I join Iſſue with him as to the 


Inſtance of a Man Born Blind. 


7. What little Ground he had to 
Inſult me here. 

8. He Expreſly owns my Argu- 
ment to the full. | 
9. His Diſtinction of our Partial 

Knowledge of God will not do, 
for we | id nothing of the 
Nature or Eſſence of God. Nor 
indeed of our own or any o- 
ther Nature. And our Difbute 
is concerning the Nature of God, 

and not of His Attributes. 
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10. He Confounds the Memer 
and the Underſtanding, Diffe- 


rent Faculties in the Soul. 


 ſhew'd againſt him, And the 
Parallel Jaſtify'd. i 
11. I make this no Proof, nor lay 


the Srreſs of the Cauſe upon 
t. 1 8 | 


it. | 
12. How grofly he Argues from 


Human Perſons to the Divine. 
This made Biddle turn Anthro- 
pomorphite. k 
13, He makes no Difference be- 
twixt the Light and the Sun. 


By which the Sum it ſelf comes 


in to our Eye. On whoſe ſide 


lies the poor Philofophy and S hal- 


low Reaſoning. 

14. His Argument that God is Per- 
petually expreſs d in Scripture 
in the Singular Number, ſhew'd 


to be otherwiſe 3 And he gives 
no Anſwer to what I have ſaid 


upon it. | 
I invite him to Reply. 


FINIS. 
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